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SHAKSPERE'S PLAYS: AN EXAMINATION. 

III1. 

THOSE who are inclined to make a 'root-and-branch' study of the 
plays that pass current under the name of Shakspere for the purpose of 

obtaining a thorough knowledge of his style will do well to avoid the 
common practice of beginning with the earliest ones and working 
onwards. To do so is to begin with plays that are in all probability not 

very largely the work of Shakspere, and in any case are not characteristic 
of him. One may adopt such a plan in connection with Scott or 

Thackeray, Byron or Shelley, because in the first place there is no doubt 
as to what are their early works, and because in the second place the 
whole or almost the whole of their first-period work was done alone. 

Concerning Shakspere's early efforts, on the contrary, all is doubt: some 

may be extant, unrecognised as his: some, included among his works, 
may be mainly the outcome of the labours of others. In any case it is 

tolerably certain that he began as a pupil and as an imitator; and 
therefore to begin with the plays of his first period is to run the risk of 

acquiring a false impression of his literary manner. It is better and 
wiser to start with plays that may reasonably be assumed to belong to 
the middle of his third period, and work thence onward to his plays of 

supposed latest date and then from the starting-point backwards to the 
commencement of his career. One may take as the middle of the great 
writer's third period the early part of the year 1601; and as the seven- 
teenth century began, according to the reckoning of the day, in the 
month of March that month may be taken as giving the actual point of 

departure. If we adopt the chronology of one of the critics most highly 
endowed and most highly esteemed-Professor Dowden-we shall then 
read in the following order the plays which appear in the first folio:- 
Julius Caesar, Hamlet, All's Well, Measure for Measure, Troilus, Othello, 

1 Continued from Modern Language Review, Vol. Ii (July 1908), p. 355. 
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Lear, Macbeth, Antony and Cleopatra, Coriolanus, Timon, Cymbeline, 
The Tempest, Winter's Tale, Henry VIII, Twelfth Night, As you like it, 
Much ado, The Merry Wives, The Taming of the Shrew, Henry V, 
Henry IV (2), The Merchant of Venice, John, Richard II, Romeo and 
Juliet, Richard III, Henry VI (parts 2 and 3), Midsummer Night's 
Dream, Two Gentlemen, Comedy of Errors, Love's Labour's Lost, Henry VI 
(part 1), Titus Andronicus. This order, working onward for the first 14 
plays, and backward for the remaining 22, is as nearly that of a majority 
of the critics as any that is to be found, and it does as well as any 
other for a basis. It is accordingly in that order, omitting the four latest 
plays, which have been already discussed, that they are dealt with here. 

The first six, as they appear in the folio (and no notice will be taken 
of other versions), are entirely the work of Shakspere. Julius Caesar 
is almost certainly of two dates, though but little of the early work is 
left. There is plenty of reason to believe that the play in some form 
was in existence in 1599, when Weever penned an allusion to it and 
Jonson ridiculed a line from it in his Every Man out of his Humour. 
The original play, of which traces are visible -here and there, must have 
been of very early date; witness this passage (from v, 3): 

Pin. So I am free; yet would not so have been, 
Durst I have done my will. 0 Cassius ! 
Far from this country Pindarus shall run, 
Where never Roman shall take note of him. 

Mes. It is but change, Titinius; for Octavius 
Is overthrown by noble Brutus' power, 
As Cassius' legions are by Antony. 

Tit. These tidings will well comfort Cassius. 
Mes. Where did you leave him ? 
Tit. All disconsolate, 

With Pindarus, his bondman, on this hill. 
Mes. Is not that he that lies upon the ground ? 
Tit. He lies not like the living. 0 my heart! 

and so on for the remainder of the scene. The only argument used 

against an early date for the play is its absence from Meres' list 
of Shakespere's plays in 1598, but Meres' list does not pretend to 
be an exhaustive one, and if this play was as early and as stiff as 
the few passages still extant serve to indicate, it is little wonder 
that it was not mentioned among the round dozen he honours with 
notice. That it was greatly curtailed is shown by the frequency with 
which characters who are on the stage are allowed to remain mute. 
Note particularly that the Lepidus of III, 1 (who is not the Lepidus of 
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Iv, 1) appears only once and does not speak, that in v, 3, Strabo, 
Volumnius, and Lucilius are all mute, while two non-characters, Labeo 
and Flavius, are addressed instead of the two former, and that Lucius is 
confounded with Lucilius. 

That Shakspere's Hamlet was founded on an early work by Kyd is 
now generally admitted, but the folio version contains no fragments of 
the early play. Even where Kyd was most probably followed (as in the 

catalogue of woes in IV, 5) his verse was not retained. The language 
and the run of the verse show no signs of belonging to more than one 

period, but for all that it seems probable that it underwent some 
revision by the master even after he had made it entirely or practically 
his own. Thus, I, 1, the doings in which are related in i, 2, was probably 
the result of a revision, the mistake being made of retaining the sub- 

sequent scene describing what is there shown. In III, 2, again, we are 
confronted with the incredible circumstance of the king witnessing 
unmoved the dumb show rendering the acting of his crime. Is it not 

likely that in the old play the dumb show was sufficient to arouse the 
conscience of the royal criminal, and that the subsequent performance 
was an afterthought on the part of the dramatist ? The quarto 
absolutely proves revision, but that text is beyond the scope of this paper. 

All's Well contains numerous signs of alteration or condensation. 
In II, I Bertram and Parolles take no notice of the entry of the king, 
and probably the three speeches following were not in the original 
version; in ii, 3 reference is made to Lafeu's son, the reference being 
understandable only on the assumption that he was a character in the 

play as at first written; in the same scenes the third lord's speech has 

dropped out; Violenta, one of the dramatis personae, never speaks, and 

appears only in one scene (IIi, 5), where Helena's 'Please it this matron' 
infers that Mariana was the only person present besides herself, Diana, 
and the widow; the steward is named only in the text (in III, 4); 
Morgan is also named only in the text (in Iv, 3); the clown is nob 
named till v, 2, and then only in the text; much confusion is caused by 
the failure to name (except in the text in one scene) the two Dumains, 
who are styled in the stage-directions throughout III, 6, iv, 1, and IV, 3 

merely' 1st Lord' and' 2nd Lord' and are probably identical with the 
first and second lords of II, 1 and III, 1, and perhaps with those of I, 2, 
but are not among the lords in II, 3; in v, 3 the king says to Diana 
'You said you saw one here in court could witness it,' though the play 
as it exists gives us no speech of Diana's to such effect; and, finally, 
Parolles' moralising at the end of iv, 3 implies that an end has been 
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made of him, whereas he appears again (twice) in Act v. On grounds 
of style the same conclusion of play-revision must be arrived at, early 
work being I, 3, that part of II, 1 beginning with the king's fourth speech 
after Lafeu's second exit, part of II, 3, the sonnet in III, 4, and III, 5. 

Though in the latter portion of II, 3 the rhyme is more jerky and 

central-paused than is usual in Shakspere, though III, 7 is unusually 
free from double endings, and though the run of the verse in portion of 

II, 1 and the beginning of v, 3 differs somewhat from that elsewhere, 
there need be no doubt that the play is entirely Shakspere's; but the 

epilogue is of doubtful authorship. 
Measure for Measure shows no clear sign of being of more than one 

date, though the concluding of one scene with a 4-foot verse passage is 

strange in a Shaksperian play dating apparently from the year 1604. 
It may be noted that one character, Varrius, never speaks, that Juliet 
is mute in two of her three scenes, Barnardine in one of his two, and 
Claudio in the concluding scene. It may therefore be surmised that it 
has been cut down for stage purposes. 

The concluding portion of Troilus has been declared to be largely 
non-Shaksperian, and it is quite likely that the final scene is a late 
addition to the rest of the play, (which would account for the in- 

consistency of making Aeneas the leader of the Trojan forces, though 
he has been declared in v, 6 to have been captured by the Greeks), and 
even that the drama originally ended with v, 3, as is rendered probable 
by the fact that the folio concludes that scene with the three closing 
lines of the play; but the style of the verse throughout speaks distinctly 
in favour of Shakespere's sole authorship, though the prologue is not 
his. It should, however, be obvious that the play is of more than one 

date, the Cressid portion of IV, 5 being in quite the manner of Love's 
Labour's Lost. There are frequently mute characters on the stage and 

Antenor, who appears in three scenes, never once opens his mouth. 
That in its first form the play dates from no later than the very early 
part of Shakspere's second period is shown not only by the style of such 
of it as is left, but also by the references in Willobie's Avisa (1594). 
The mention in v, 2 of Much Ado of the name of Troilus as having been 

already used in blank verse affords perhaps further proof of an early 
date. 

Is it not possible that the unfinished character of this play, at the 
close of which Troilus and Cressida seem to be altogether forgotten, may 
be due to an intention on the part of the poet to pen a sequel ? The 
line in the epilogue, 'Some two months hence my will shall here be 
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made' infers as much. If ever written, this doubtless dealt with the 

revenge which in his penultimate speech Troilus promises to achieve. 
In conclusion, attention may be drawn to the inconsistency in the 

drawing of Ajax. 
The only portions of Othello which arouse any feeling of doubt as to 

their authorship, are the third gentleman's speech in II, 1, and to 

question Shakspere's sole authorship on that score would be absurd, for 
the speeches mentioned are, if not manifestly his, at least possibly his. 
If, however, it is tolerably certain that the play is wholly his, so should 
it be certain that it is not entirely of one period. The patch of rhyme 
(18 lines) in I, 3 is likely to be of comparatively early date, and it is 
difficult to believe that the explanations addressed by the characters to 
the audience can have been penned at the late date at which the bulk 
of the play as it stands was written. Founded on an earlier play (also 
by Shakspere) it was written apparently in 1604, in which year it was 

given at Court, but as printed contains additions of much later date. 
Of the plays as taken in the order adopted here, Lear is the first 

containing work which is not Shaksperian. As it appears in the folio 

(and indeed in the quarto version also, but to a less extent) it has 

apparently been shortened for acting purposes, but it has also had some 
matter inserted to add to the popularity of the play with those who 
liked comic relief to heavy tragedy. There are passages here that no 
one would suppose to be Shakspere's if they appeared out of 'Shakspere.' 
Such are the last speech in III, 2, the bulk of Edgar's third last speech 
in iv, I (from 'Poor Tom' to 'waiting-women'), parts of III, 4 (from 
Edgar's entry to 'Modo he's called, and Mahu'), parts of III, 6, while 
Gloster is off the stage, and parts of iv, 6, between Lear's entry and the 

gentleman's. It is worthy of note that the above-mentioned speech in 
111, 2 is found only in the folio, not in the quarto; that of the second passage 
named only the first dozen and a half words find a place in the folio; 
and that of the fourth about half appears in the quarto alone. Too 
much weight must not, however, be attached to this circumstance, since 

many of the passages omitted in the folio are unquestionably Shaksperian 
in style. In any case the great bulk of the play is undoubtedly his, the 
non-Shaksperian portions consisting only of the Fool's prophecy and 
some 'poor Tom' nonsense. The closing speech in III, 6 is either non- 
Shaksperian, or of early date. The latter conclusion seems preferable, 
in which case it is to be supposed that Shakspere went over the play 
twice. May it not be that in the course of the shortening a scene 
showing the arrival of Oswald and Kent at Cornwall's court has been 
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dropped out, the description of the scene being inserted in II, 4 to make 

up for the omission ? Until this is given it is not clear what has led up 
to the events in II, 2. It may be added that Lear's chief speech in iv, 6 
bears considerable resemblance to the style and tone of the Revenger's 
Tragedy. 

Macbeth is, like Lear, not entirely the work of Shakspere, though 
again the insertions are neither numerous nor important. The Cambridge 
Editors give a formidable list of spurious passages but the only ones that 
there is reason to deprive Shakspere of are III, 5 and Hecate's speech 
and song in iv, 1. The writer of these may have been Middleton, but 
there is no real resemblance to' his style, and they may merely be the 
work of one familiar with his play The Witch. Why Shakspere should 
be so generally denied the credit of the Porter's soliloquy in II, 3 is not 
clear. It is like his work, and the effectiveness of its introduction in its 

place.should be evident. That the play has been curtailed is obvious 
and some importance may attach to the fact that the accentuation of 
Dunsinane in Iv, 1 differs from that given it in Act v. Whether, as 
Mr Fleay supposes, portion of Iv, 1 dates from 1593-4 is not clear. 

Antony and Cleopatra, though of unusual length, may be judged by 
the number of times that characters are suffered to remain mute on the 

stage to have undergone some abbreviation. Its authorship is beyond 
question. 

Coriolanus is practically entirely Shakspere's, the only passage clearly 
not his being the patch of twelve rhyming lines introduced into II, 3. In 
I, 1, III, 2, and v, 2 there seem to be traces at times of yet another 

writer; but Shakspere's hand is in all these, and there need be no doubt 
of his sole authorship of them. This play affords considerable evidence 
of the truth of Professor Thorndike's assertion that in his later years 
Shakspere came under the influence of the younger dramatist, John 
Fletcher. 

Timon, the most unpleasing of all the later plays of Shakspere, is, 
beyond all reasonable doubt, only partly his. As to what parts are not 
his there may be much difference of opinion; and the responsibility for 
the non-Shaksperian portions has never been definitely settled. The 

tendency amongst the critics has been to deprive Shakspere of the 
discredit of the most unsatisfactory portions of the play, and to allot to 
another writer most of the cut-and-thrust of the conversation of 

Apemantus, though in this connection it is to be noted that a somewhat 
similar abusive railer appears in Troilus and Cressida, which stands 
alone with Timon as a Shaksperian representative of that indefinite 

13-2 
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class of play to which the theatrical manager of to-day gives the dis- 
tinctive name of 'drama.' Shakspere's share of the play is I, 1 (minus 
probably the portion between the entry of Apemantus and the sounding 
of the trumpets), II, 1, 2 (minus probably the Apemantus portions), 
III, 6, IV, 1, 2 (with the exception of the last 21 lines), 3 (to Flavius' 

entry), v, 2, 3, 5; and perhaps III, 4 and v, 1 also contain some of his 
work. The tone of III, 1 is that of the Revenger's Tragedy, but it is 
also that of portion of Lear. 

How Shakspere came to be concerned with another author in the 

production of this play may be variously accounted for. It has been 

supposed by some to have been primarily the work of the other writer, 
fitted for the stage by Shakspere; while some have regarded it as a play 
of Shakspere's pieced out by the other. That it has been twice written, 
or else patched by one on the ground-work of another is evident. The 
failure of the poet and painter to enter in iv, 3 after Apemantus has 
announced their approach (their visit to Timon not occurring till the 
next act) is a good proof; and others are-the entry of Lucius, Lucullus, 
and Sempronius in I, 2, whereas the conversation (evidently theirs) is 
carried on by 1st, 2nd, and 3rd lords; the substitution of three unnamed 
lords for these three in III, 6; the dropping of Ventidius after Act I, 
though in II, 3 he is spoken of as having been tried, and though in 
Act I Shakspere has plainly shown an intention to make a feature of 
his gross ingratitude; and the vagueness of III, 5, which does not tell 
us whom Alcibiades is defending (anyone reading the scene alone would 

naturally suppose that it was a character in the play who was referred 

to). There is much confusion also as to the servants of Timon, and 

probably the Servilius of II, 2, III, 2, and iI, 5, is identical with the 
Lucilius of I, 1, the original author's name for the character having been 
misread by the reviser of the play. Otherwise it is difficult to see why 
the named servant Lucilius should be dropped, and so many unnamed 
ones take his place. In II, 1 and II, 2 Caphis is used as a creditor's 
servant: in III, 4 three other named and three unnamed servants of 
creditors appear. Of these three unnamed ones, one is a servant of 
Lucius, and two are servants of Varro. One of the latter appears again 
in II, 2, where is also an unnamed servant of Isidore. Neither Varro 
nor Isidore is a character, the only creditor who appears being a senator, 
the master of Caphis, who enters in II, 1, and whom his servant is, in 
II, 2, unable to name. The death of Timon too is singular, taking place 
off the stage, and the information given in regard to it being sudden 
and unexpected. 
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Twelfth Night is wholly the work of Shakspere, but is clearly of 
more than one date. The last eighteen lines of III, 1 and portions of 
v, 1 (particularly the sixteen verses beginning 'I'll sacrifice the lamb') 
are fragments of the earlier version, and there are many signs of altera- 

tion-notably the confusion as to the title of Orsino, and the two 
allusions to a difficulty between Malvolio and the unnamed sea-captain, 
leading to the latter's incarceration. That it was performed privately 
in February 1601-2 is known, and there is a certain allusion in III, 2 
to a map published in 1599. It is possible also that this scene contains 
a reference to Coke's baiting of Ralegh at the latter's trial in November 
1603. If so, this must have been an insertion after the first production 
of the revised version of the play, for the manner of the earliest portions 
is obviously of very much earlier date than 1599. How early they may 
be cannot be said with any certainty, but it is to be noted that III, 1 
contains what seems to be a very clear reference to Tarleton, whose 
house was the Tabor next to St Benet's Church, in Gracious Street. 
The famous clown died in 1588, a date which most of the critics will 
deem far too early for even the first draft of this splendid fruit of 

Shakspere's genius; but probability is lent to the belief that in its first 
form it dates back to the time of Tarleton by, firstly, the Clown's 
reference to the transmigration of souls, the Pythagorean theory having 
been revived by Bruno on his visit to England, 1583-5; secondly, the 

similarity of the usage of Viola by the Duke to Julia's employment by 
Proteus on his love-errands (Two Gentlemen); and, thirdly, the re- 
semblance of the scheme of the play, with the wonderful likeness of 
Viola and Sebastian, to that of the Comedy of Errors, with the twinness 
of the Antipholi. Comedy of Errors dates certainly no later than 
1593-4, and may date much earlier, and there is good reason to group 
it and the first version of Twelfth Night amongst Shakspere's very 
earliest productions. 

As You Like It is also entirely Shakespere's. It has undergone 
some revision, as shown by an allusion in IV, 1 to the act of 1605 'to 
restrain the abuses of players' and by a certain amount of confusion 
between the characters. It is a marriage play, scamped or altered 
towards the finish. 

Much Ado also is of single authorship, but of more than one period. 
There are many signs of alteration and abbreviation. In I, 1 Claudio's 
uncle is spoken of as if he were to be a character, but he is never 

introduced; in the next scene Antonio's son is similarly mentioned 
as if he were a character, but he too never appears; in II, 3 Claudio 
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speaks of Beatrice as Leonato's daughter; and the George Seacoal 
of III, 3 becomes Francis Seacoal in III, 5. The play certainly dates 

prior to August 1600, when it was entered in the Stationers' Register 
for publication. Some critics assert that it was not in existence 
when Meres' work was published, because it is not mentioned 
therein, and others argue that it must be identical with the play 
that Meres calls Love's Labour's Won. Thus the one set dates it 
between 1598 and 1600, and the other not later than 1597-8. It is in 
favour of the latter view that Love's Labour's Won must have been a 

companion play to Love's Labour's Lost, and that Much Ado approaches 
more nearly to the scheme of that play than any other Shaksperian 
drama, but it is against it that the title of Love's Labour's Won would 
not be particularly appropriate. The Tempest and the Taming of the 
Shrew have both been suggested as identical with Love's Labour's Won, 
As You Like It has been hinted at, and Twelfth Night, the claims of 
which do not seem to have been advocated, is likelier than any of them ; 
but the majority of the critics have pinned their faith to All's Well. 
However that may be, it is difficult to conceive of Shakspere's adopting 
as the hero of a play at so late a date as 1598 so unattractive a person 
as Claudio, one capable of behaving with the callousness that he exhibits 
after Hero's supposed death. The mature Shakspere would scarcely 
have allowed one whom he wished his audience to respect to treat so 

lightly a death for which he was in a sense responsible and to outrage 
the feelings of the public by intimating that he looked forward with 

greater pleasure to the winning of his second bride than he had done to 
his union with the one he had lost. The contrast between the earlier 
and the later styles may be seen by a comparison of IIl, 1 or portion of 
v, 4 with the bulk of iv, 1 or v, 1. The latter should certainly not date 
later than 1598, while the former is ascribable to 1592 or thereabouts. 
That this is likely is shown by the fact that one of Julius' 'Plays 
derived from English Sources' (1594) has the same plot. 

Of The Merry Wives there is but one scene-iv, 1-the authorship 
of which is doubtful; but there is much reason to regard the play as of 
more than one date, and there are many matters in connection with it 
of which no satisfactory explanation can be given. The character of the 

joke played on the Host by Caius and Evans is very indistinct, due 

probably to curtailment. Mrs Quickly is certainly not the Dame 

Quickly of Henry IV and Henry V; and Shallow, though deliberately 
connected with the Shallow of 2 Henry IV, does not seem the same. 
In II, 3 the Host addresses Shallow as 'Master Guest,' though otherwise 
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there is nothing to show that he was staying at the Garter. Of the 

quarrel between him and Falstaff which is the main subject of the 

opening scene nothing is heard afterwards. Part of IV 4 seems to be of 

early date, and perhaps the best way of accounting for the above- 
mentioned facts is by supposing that Shakspere, given scant notice (so 
says the tradition; and indeed the construction of the play shows many 
signs of haste) to provide a comedy showing Falstaff in love, utilised for 
the purpose the ground-work of an old play of his own, boldly renamed 
some of the characters with the names of persons in the Henry IV plays, 
and was not very careful to fit them to their requirements. It is also 
in accordance with this scheme that Fenton is (in III, 2) made a former 

companion of Prince Hal and Poins. (It is noteworthy that the text of 
the original quarto states nothing of the sort, and also that it gives no 
hint of the identity of Shallow with Sir Thomas Lucy.) The play 
contains an allusion suggesting a date not much later than 1592, and it 

may be the Jealous Comedy acted by Lord Strange's men at the Rose 
in January 1592-3. The likeliest view is that it was rewritten into 
the form which is supposed to be, but is indeed very imperfectly, 
represented in the quarto of 1602 (which contains work not Shakspere's), 
and that the play underwent still further revision subsequently, for the 
folio version contains allusions to events of 1603 and 1605. It may be 
added too that there is, as has been pointed out by Mr Fleay, an extra- 

ordinary resemblance between the Host of this play and the Host of the 

Merry Devil. It must be supposed that this is due to imitation, for it 
is hard to see Drayton's hand in the Merry Wives or Shakspere's in the 

Merry Devil, although there are other curious circumstances connecting 
the two plays. It may perhaps be worthy of note that in IV, 3 and iv, 6 
of the Merry Wives the Host does not speak in quite the same vein as 
elsewhere. 

E. H. C. OLIPHANT. 

LONDON. 

(To be concluded.) 
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